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claim that trial court improperly failed to treat motion for summary judgment,
which effectively challenged legal sufficiency of complaint, as motion to strike;
claim that trial court improperly granted motion for summary judgment because
question of whether defendant owed plaintiff duty of care involved question of
fact reserved for jury; whether determination of whether duty of care existed under
circumstances of this case was question of law,; whether trial court was permitted
to decide that no duty existed solely on public policy grounds, claim that applying
test articulated in Murillo v. Seymour Ambulance Assn., Inc. (264 Conn. 474) to
determine whether recognizing duty of care is inconsistent with public policy
conflicts with state’s abolition of doctrine of assumption of risk as complete bar
to recovery; whether plaintiff’s reliance on Sepega v. DeLaura (326 Conn. 788) to
support claim was misplaced; claim that trial court incorrectly determined that
imposing duty of care on defendant while plaintiff was furnishing medical care
to him was inconsistent with public policy; whether this court should recognize,
as matter of law, that patient owes duty of care to avoid negligent conduct that
causes harm to medical care provider while patient is receiving medical care
JSfrom that provider; whether application of relevant public policy considerations
articulated in test in Murillo weighed against recognizing duty of care.
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